serves as an example of an approach that "failed to get past Hobbes" (164), thereby setting the stage for Smith, whom the last chapters present as Hume's torchbearer. Here Sagar argues that what is "of most significance and interest in Smith's political thinking is his acceptance of Hume's prioritization of opinion as the primary item in political-theoretical analysis, alongside his attendant insistence on the centrality of natural authority in explaining and vindicating such arrangements" (167). The acceptance of Hume's core commitment is said to put Smith "firmly outside the Hobbesian legacy of thinking about the modern state" (168), even as Smith is said to go beyond Hume by offering a "substantial correction" to Hume's views on natural sociability (169). Here Sagar rightly notes how Smith's theory of sympathy and sympathetic resentment allowed Smith to bridge the gap between natural sociability and political order without having to take recourse to Hume's controversial insistence on the artificiality of justice (171). Yet otherwise Sagar's Smith is largely in lockstep with Hume, committed to the notion that "all government was founded on the twin principles of authority and utility" (205) and focused on employing "a theory of the opinion of mankind" to account for political order absent any "foundational theory of sovereignty" (207). Chapter 6 then concludes the book with an investigation of some implications of these "theories of the state without sovereignty" (211) for political theory today.
As noted at the outset, Sagar's book is, on the whole, successful on both of the two fronts on which it aims to make an intervention. Through his careful analysis of the texts under review, coupled with his evident familiarity with the larger tradition of which they are a part, Sagar convincingly demonstrates the degree to which Hume and Smith are each committed to developing a political theory of authority very different from Hobbes's. In the end I have only a few relatively minor quibbles with Sagar's arguments on the historical side. First, that Hume's theory of authority and obedience constitutes what is sometimes called "a thoroughly anti-Hobbesian theory of politics" is not yet entirely clear to me (18). Hume's deep philosophical affinities to Hobbes have been emphasized by historians of philosophy such as Paul Russell (among others) in recent years. And Hume's theory of artificial justice has long been regarded-going back to William Wishart and Thomas Reid in the eighteenth century-as an explicit embrace of "Hobbism." Second, if indeed Hume and Smith's chief innovation is the grounding of politics and indeed political obedience in opinion, one wonders whether this alone entitles them to be seen as "major and original innovators in the history of political thought" (12). I am amenable to this claim, but I expect that many of my colleagues working on Plato are likely to remind us of the degree to which the Republic beat Hume and Smith to the punch on this particular front.
In the end the book's historical arguments strike me as mostly successful. Yet its most important contributions may lie on the more contemporary front. Hume and Smith, Sagar convincingly and compellingly argues, offer not only a set of thoughts about politics that deserve our attention, but a 528
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way of thinking about politics that political theorists today would do well to engage. Sagar presents this claim in sometimes arresting if not breathless ways, suggesting that his proposed turn to Hume and Smith is intended in part to induce "a shift in our understanding of what political philosophy is and can hope to achieve" (3) and to induce "a radical reconfiguration of the role and power of political philosophy" (39)-a rethinking of "what political philosophy is and can do" (132). Those are clearly big claims, but Sagar has something very specific and quite useful in mind in making them. What he so admires in Hume and Smith is the effort to develop a political philosophy "better fitted the real world" (134) and its "evident realities" (132). Thus his focus on their reorienting of political philosophy away "from the armchair" to the reality of the world as it is (211), and their efforts to elevate "the importance of history and practice over that of theory" in order to "return political theory to an emphasis on what is, mundanely speaking, politics" (211, 218). This will remind some readers of similar efforts by Cambridge-based thinkers such as Raymond Geuss and Istvan Hont (the latter of whom is a dedicatee of the book and a frequent presence in the notes). It may remind other scholars of Bernard Williams, or Amartya Sen's recent efforts to do something similar with regard to Rawls. But however one regards Sagar's efforts as mapping onto similar contemporary efforts to shift political theory away from idealism and towards realism, they will be welcomed by those amenable to this project. In her first monograph, Traveling Back: Toward a Global Political Theory (Oxford University Press, 2014), Susan McWilliams Barndt explored the "idea of travel in political theory" (x). It was there that she "argue [d] that one of the greatest resources we have for understanding the 'new world' we inhabit may lie in one of the oldest themes in Western political theorizing: travel. Stories about travel and travelers have been a part of the history of Western political thought from its beginnings, dating back to the ancient Greek practice of theoria" (5) and the figure of the theoros (9-17). She has gone, in that book, from a vital investigation of a "new global era in need of global theorizing" for political thought-drawing from the "travel-story tradition"-to, in the
